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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: Additional Question

Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:24:27 PM
Attachments: USC Locations 10262015.pdf

From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 12:56 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco <vmonsisco@sbtribes.com>

Subject: Additional Question

Jonathan and Ed, based on this attachment, it clearly shows that elemental phosphorus is known to
be in the area further supporting the Gas Monitoring plan which wasn’t brought up today on the
conference call. Yesterday Jonathan you made reference to a new Institutional Control Document
that you were going to send out to Scott but got to thinking if you have something newer than the
earlier one we received, could we get copies as well.

Thanks
Kelly
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FMC Pocatello
USC Locations
26 OCT 2015 UPDATE
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Additional Questions
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:27:58 PM

From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 9:06 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; greutert_ed@bah.com
Cc: susanh@ida.net

Subject: Additional Questions

Jonathan and Ed, here are some additional questions for the redevelopment parcel from the
Tribes.

General Comment: This redevelopment activity will be impacting tribal resources and need
to have the Tribes involvement to ensure that accidents, leaks or spills are not creating
additional impacts to human health or the environment. Access to this proposal will be
gained by passing through the Reservation. A full list of chemicals and/or hazardous
substances/materials being brought into this facility must be shared with the tribes.

Any redevelopment activities occurring within the reservation boundaries will require
compliance with tribal rules and regulations including roads.

Tribes do not have to have an EPA representative be present to access properties when the
State of Idaho. This requirement is not warranted regardless of jurisdictional disputes.

Under the Gas monitoring section (Question #3) — add Tunnel could be considered as a source
of radon exposure so this gas needs to be included in the gas monitoring plan.

Under Utilities Question #4 — add What is the influent line? Where is the effluent line going to
be placed as well?

Under #5, Include “Are these new chemicals compatible with the existing chemicals already
on site?”

Under Question #12 — “Institutional controls set on all of the FMC properties need to be filed
with the appropriate agencies including the tribes.”

I am looking forward to seeing the others that are forth coming this morning.
Thanks
Kelly
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: DRAFT FMC Redevelopment Plan Comments 11-12-2015.docx
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:29:05 PM

Attachments: DRAFT FMC Redevelopment Plan Comments 11-12-2015.docx

From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 6:46 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>

Subject: DRAFT FMC Redevelopment Plan Comments 11-12-2015.docx

Jonathan,
My revisions are attached.

Scott
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DRAFT*** EPA COMMENTS 


The Addendum to the FMC Operable Unit Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and


Draft Remedial Action Plan for the Soil Remedial Action, Resubmitted October 21, 2015 


Commercial/Industrial Redevelopment within Remediation Area (RA) G (North)


Submitted October 27, 2015


Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action


EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116


FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site


Pocatello, ID





EPA received the above referenced document on October 27, 2015 from FMC along with a request from FMC to expedite the review of these documents due to the time sensitive nature of the proposed redevelopment project.  To that end, EPA would like to accommodate this request to the extent possible.  EPA believes RA-G could be a candidate for redevelopment consistent with the EPA publication, Reusing Superfund Sites: Commercial Use Where Waste is Left on Site (EPA 2002).  The following EPA comments are consistent with this document. 


Comments


1. Settlement and subsidence of the proposed structures.  It is not clear if the proposed compaction specification in the gamma cap design is consistent with the proposed structures in the redevelopment plan.  For example, settling that is expected to occur over time at RA-G could compromise the liner integrity at the proposed settling ponds, the foundation of the proposed warehouse, and footings and foundations associated with the proposed tank farm.  Project plans should include details related to how this issue will be addressed.


2. Foundation design.  It is not clear how the foundations will be constructed to ensure they do not compromise the gamma cap or its effectiveness.  For example, the plans do not provide details such as whether the foundation of the warehouse will be a slab on grade placed on top of the gamma cap, whether pilings will be installed, or some other method.  The plans also do not include any detail regarding the settling pond design such as the liner design and foundation layer of material adjacent to the liner.  It will be important to ensure that the settling ponds do not leak and to have a plan regarding how to respond in the event there is a leak.


3. Gas management.  Phosphine and other gases are generated and released at the OU.  In addition, small quantities of phosphine and other gases have been detected in the vicinity of RA-G.  While FMC is preparing a gas monitoring plan for the OU, site workers will need to be made aware of this issue.  A plan should be developed that addresses how site workers and other personnel accessing the site will be trained on this (and other CERCLA related issues) and how to respond in the event a gas alarm is triggered at the OU.


4. Installation of utilities.  The redevelopment plan does not provide details regarding how utilities such as water, power, and telephone will be brought to the site or how a sewer line or septic system will be installed.  Because the wastes within RA-G contain slag, and to a lesser extent, elemental phosphorus, excavation at the site will not be as straight-forward as with a clean site.  One strategy to consider might be the concept of installing clean utility corridors.  This would potentially involve the delineation of an underground utility corridor that would be excavated early and backfilled with clean soil.  This corridor could be excavated to bring utilities to the site or route them within the site while minimizing the risk of encountering waste and compromising the gamma cap during construction.  Regardless of whether or not this strategy is employed, the plan should be revised to include details on how utilities will be brought to the site and how excavation for the utilities will be managed.


5. Site access for people and materials management.  The redevelopment plan does not address how the site will be accessed, who will access the site, and how materials coming into the site and being exported from the site will be managed.  Regarding site access, the plans do not discuss if the site will be open to the public, whether the site will be secured, and what training people accessing the site will need to have prior to entering.  For materials, it is not clear what materials will be coming in and out of the site are or how they will be managed.  For example, does the occupant plan to store materials on bare ground that might compromise the integrity of the cap?  How will surface water be managed at the site?  Will liquids need to be managed to ensure spills are captured before infiltrating into the ground?  The plan should include details regarding what materials will be managed and how they will be managed at the site.  Figures in the redevelopment plan should also be revised to specifically show the location of roads, parking, and the proposed laydown area.  


6. Ensuring near and long-term effectiveness of the soil remedy.  The plan does not describe how FMC will measure and ensure short and long-term effectiveness of the remedy.  Issues that must be addressed include:


· Materials with both thickness and density equal to or greater than that of the gamma cap may be considered equivalent to the gamma cap in terms of radiation shielding. It should be noted, however, that materials such as gravel and concrete have inherent radiation levels that may differ from WUA soil.  Exposure rate estimates (other than for WUA silt) should be deleted from Table 2 of the Addendum, and a plan should be developed that will demonstrate how the RAO will be met and maintained at the redevelopment site.  Inspection criteria, action triggers, and maintenance response actions should be specified in detail.  It is critical that a plan be developed to maintain required RA-G gamma cap thicknesses (or the equivalent) across the proposed roadways, parking lots, and laydown areas. 


· The construction details for parking and laydown areas (1WUA gravel, Table 1) do not appear to be adequate to be consistent with long term gamma protection given the use of these areas.  The design should be modified to be consistent with that of the main access road (14 inches WUA gravel over geotextile and 12 inches WUA gravel).


· The design should discuss and employ (as applicable) radon-resistant construction techniques.


· The construction QA should include provisions for demonstrating that the RAOs for the site have been met at all locations including at the slab, foundations, etc.  If this determination is to be based on thickness and shielding calculations, details of those calculations must be included with the design plans. 


7. Ensuring Determining near and long-term effectiveness of the groundwater remedy is problematic.  Significant uncertainty persists in the proposed extraction well capture zones due to the heterogeneous nature of the aquifer and the flow model course grid size in the extraction area.  This uncertainty will likely remain until all extraction and monitoring wells have been installed and placed in operation and complete capture of site related contaminants is ensured, preventing off-site migration.  The need for additional wells and their placement cannot be fully determined at this time.  EPA will not compromise the optimization of the design, installation, and operation of the groundwater remedy in favor of the proposed redevelopment project.  Until EPA and FMC agree upon optimum locations for the extraction wells, groundwater treatment equipment, and infiltration pond or injection wells, the exact location of the redevelopment facilities cannot be approved.  Also, lLanguage in Section 4.0 which states that new wells could not be installed within the footprint of the warehouse building, scale, tank farm, shop, and detention pond must be removed.  Even after RD is complete and RA is underway there may be a need to place new wells in these locations may be required. 


8. Contingency plan for excavating P4 contaminated soils during construction and waste disposal plan.  The redevelopment plans must include a plan that describes how contaminated soils and waste will be managed during construction.  This includes how any P4 contaminated materials will be handled and how wastes will be stored and disposed.


9. Enforcement of institutional controls for the property.  The redevelopment plan does not provide details regarding the institutional controls plan and how institutional controls will be enforced at the redevelopment site.  This plan should be developed and submitted for EPA review and comment.


10. Public, Tribal, and community involvement.  The redevelopment project has been proposed at a time when the remedial design has not yet been finalized.  It also proposes a redevelopment project that was not specifically considered when the IRODA was finalized.  The determination of how to reuse a site is the responsibility of the community, and EPA’s primary responsibility is to ensure that the remedy is effective in protecting human health and the environment.  Although EPA agrees that the proposed redevelopment plan is consistent with the industrial scenario envisioned at the time the IRODA was developed, the redevelopment plan should include a plan for notifying the public of the proposed redevelopment, providing the opportunity for the public to comment on the redevelopment plan, and how any comments received will be addressed by FMC.


11. Section 5.0 – Schedule.  A detailed schedule of the redevelopment project should be developed and submitted as part of the redevelopment plans.  The schedule should specifically incorporate issues included in these comments.


12. Specifically reference all the environmental covenants (ECs), including the file number, that apply to RA-G and are in place.


13. Specifically reference all ECs that have been provided to the transferee, and ensure that the transferee will be provided with a copy of all future ECs.


14. In comparing the Addendum to the UAO, the plan references section XII, paragraphs 42, 43, and 46 for compliance of the transfer which appears to be the correct paragraphs.  However, the plan does not include details, such as providing EPA, the Tribes, and DEQ with 60-day notice of the name and address of the transferee, as required in paragraph 42.    


15. Table 2, Tank Farm (row), Material Density (column), the average density of pea gravel and WG at 118 lbs/ft3 is greater than the density of either of the components, correct accordinglyrecheck the numbers and correct accordingly. 











From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:26:15 PM

From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 10:26 AM

To: susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>
Cc: Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; McDonnell, Kimberlee
<McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files

No idea.

From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 11:22 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>

Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; McDonnell,
Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee @epa.gov>
Subject: Re: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files

Jonathan, Kelly, Bernie:

I was able to download the files from the secure site but not sure what program is being used
once unzipped. Any idea?

Susan Hanson

On Nov 13, 2015, at 10:44 AM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:

I think Rob meant to cc you guys too.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Rob Hartman via Thru [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 6:34 AM

Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>

Subject: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files

This email includes secure access to files:

Access Secured Files Here - Expires Saturday 11/21/2015 6:59 AM (UTC)
* If the link above does not work, copy the following URL to a web

browser: https://ft. mwhglobal.com/Desktop/Distro/Open/021UG1T6VS8

FMC GW flow model, updated 11/12/15, zipped Modflow and GMS files available for
download. Thanks, Rob

Other message recipients:

From: Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com
To: mbeljin@cinci.rr.com, Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov, MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com

Reply To All

Thru Tracking: T478-021-26845-87586

Thru. certified Online Delivery

This email contains information that may be confidential or privileged and may constitute inside information. The
contents of this email are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
directed not to read, disclose, distribute or otherwise use this transmission. If you have received this email in error,
please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is not intended to waive
any applicable privileges.
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:26:41 PM

From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 10:22 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>

Cc: Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>; McDonnell,
Kimberlee <McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>

Subject: Re: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files

Jonathan, Kelly, Bernie:

I was able to download the files from the secure site but not sure what program is being used
once unzipped. Any idea?

Susan Hanson

On Nov 13, 2015, at 10:44 AM, "Williams, Jonathan™ <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:

| think Rob meant to cc you guys too.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Rob Hartman via Thru [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 6:34 AM

Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>

Subject: FMC GW Model Modflow and GMS files

This email includes secure access to files:
Access Secured Files Here - Expires Saturday 11/21/2015 6:59 AM (UTC)
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* If the link above does not work, copy the following URL to a web
browser: https://ft. mwhglobal.com/Desktop/Distro/Open/021UG1T6VS8

FMC GW flow model, updated 11/12/15, zipped Modflow and GMS files available for
download. Thanks, Rob

Other message recipients:

From: Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com

To: mbeljin@cinci.rr.com, Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

Cc: Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov, MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com
Reply To All

Thru Tracking: T478-021-26845-87586

Thru. certified Online Delivery

This email contains information that may be confidential or privileged and may constitute inside information. The
contents of this email are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
directed not to read, disclose, distribute or otherwise use this transmission. If you have received this email in error,
please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is not intended to waive
any applicable privileges.
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: Groundwater Model Update Presentation

Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:26:20 PM
Attachments: FMC Model Update Presentation 13 November 2015.pdf

From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 12:34 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Zavala, Bernie <Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov>;
Ross, Randall <Ross.Randall@epa.gov>; mbeljin@cinci.rr.com; Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov;
Marguerite Carpenter <MARGUERITE.CARPENTER@fmc.com>; Tomas Goode
<Tomas.C.Goode@mwhglobal.com>; Nicholas Randle <Nicholas.Randle@mwhglobal.com>; Kelly
Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com) <kwright@sbtribes.com>; susanh@ida.net

Subject: Groundwater Model Update Presentation

The presentation we reviewed during the conference call today is attached. Thanks, Rob
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FMC
Groundwater Modeling Update

November 13, 2015








Model Update Objectives

 Incorporate hydraulic conductivity (K) values

taken from 2015
July iteration of t

Recalibrate K va
Redistribute MO

slug tests that deviate from the
ne regional model

ues within layer 2

DPATH particles more evenly

Review output from updated groundwater model

« Calculate optimal location of extraction wells,
according to model results








Model Codes

MODFLOW

* Finite difference model developed by the USGS

 Employed to simulate saturated groundwater flow at the site

MODPATH

* Advective transport model (particle tracking) developed by USGS

« Employed to visualize groundwater flow paths, delineate capture zones, and determine
advective transport velocities at the site








Flow Model Update

Domain unc

Grid unchanged
Layering changed (slightly)
Boundary Conditions unchanged

Parameter Values:

Recharge: unchanged
Hydraulic Conductivity (K): changed








In general, the model layering scheme is based upon
the major hydrogeologic units identified in the RI:
sLayer 1 = Upper Silt/volcanic bedrock/gravel
sLayer 2 = Upper Aquifer Zone/volcanic bedrock/gravel
sLayer 3 = Lower Silt/volcanic bedrock/gravel
sLayer 4 = Lower Aquifer Zone/volcanic bedrock/gravel

Clear distinctions between units are not always present
and the vertical discretization is not necessarily based
on stratigraphy near the Bannock Range and the
Portneuf River








Upper Silt

Bedrock

Lower Silt

Lower Aquifer








Approximately 15,500 by 9,000 feet — 2,862 acres
50 ft by 50 ft cells (50,463 per layer — total 201,852 cells)








Flow Model Update

Domain

Grid

Layering changed (slightly)
Boundary Conditions

Parameter Values:

Recharge:
Hydraulic Conductivity (K):








Revised Bottom Elevation of Model Lyr 2
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Flow Model Update

Domain
Grid
Layering

Boundary Conditions

Parameter Values:

Recharge:
Hydraulic Conductivity (K): changed








Locations of Slug
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1.25ft Displacement Pneumatic Slug

Test Results

Springer-
Butler KGS Model | MODFLOW | .
Well Gelhar Discrepancy
(ft/day) (f/day) (ft/day) Model (ft/day)
MW-106 28.5 22 25 392.2 162.85
MW-155 65 49 57 627.2 74.81
: : - 21 . .08
 All slug-test-derived hydraulic T e = T 22
conduct|v|ty values with a MW-134 150 110 125 713.8 14.13
. MW-139 73 59 70 335.5 12.93
“discrepancy” greater than 2.0 MW-104 125 63.5 125 423.2 5.69
were directly incorporated into the “ﬂﬂv\yvlff; ;9;% 243 ;i;, 6143-37 ggg
model MW-154 90 78 80 146.0 0.39
MW-110 950 750 N/A 1,290 0.13
MW-501 485 390 470* 607.4 0.06
MW-502 5200 4100 N/A 6,356.30 0.05
MW-148 135 103 117 105.7 0.05
Vacuum Pneumatic Slug Test Results
Springer-| KGS
Well Butler Gelhar Model MODFLOW Discrepancy
(ft/day) ft/d ft/d Model (ft/day) .
(day) _(vday) Discrepancy
MW-106 21.5 17 18.5 392.2 297.28
MW-174 17.5 N/A 19.25 147.9 55.52
MW-155 78 58 63 627.2 49.58 2
MW-189 63 41 47 420.2 32.15 . (M odel K Avg S lug Test K )
MW-139 73 58 68 335.5 12.93 — T K 2
MW-104 93.5 67.7 82 423.2 12.43 (Avg Slug est )
MW-134 180 140 155 713.8 8.79
MW-108A 290 200 270 648.7 1.53
MW-142 3.45 2.95 3.2 1.03 0.49
MW-154 93 79 82 146.0 0.32
MW-501 875 700 N/A 607.4 0.09
MW-148 130 100 116 105.7 0.03
MW-502 7000 5000 N/A 6,356.30 0.01
MW-110 1250 950 N/A 1,290 0.00
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Updated Model

Well Butler Springer-Gelhar KGS Model RIVZTE;)” Model R&Z';:Id
WILEW) (ft/day) WILEW) (ft/day) (ft/day) (ft/day)
MW-104 125 63.5 125 126 423.2 190.8
MW-106 28.5 22 25 12.2 392.2 201.1
MW-108A 330 240 315 286 648.7 387.9
MW-110 950 750 N/A 108 1,290 12,005
MW-134 150 110 125 309 713.8 151.6
MW-139 73 59 70 53.9 335.5 81.64
MW-142 3.75 3.2 3.35 1.98 1.03 103.5
MW-148 135 103 117 69.5 105.7 636.4
MW-154 90 78 80 49.3 146.0 597.8
MW-155 65 49 57 N/A 627.2 209.9
MW-174 18 N/A 21 N/A 147.9 7.8
MW-189 68 44 53 N/A 420.2 139.1
MW-501 485 390 470l 257 607.4 975.7

MW-502 5,200 4,100 N/A 394 6,356.30 11,773








Updated Model Comparison

July model horizontal K distribution of lyr 2 Updated model horizontal K distribution of lyr 2
. Percent . Percent
Flow to Portneuf River .
Discrepancy Flow to Portneuf River Discrepancy
15 cfs 21 cfs
0.00% 34%
6722 gpm 0 9422 gpm 0.34%

- RMSE 2014 WLs MAE 2014 WLs ME 2014 WLS

3.30 2.21 1.15

Updated Model 1.77 1.37 -0.60
\

// RMSE: “Root Mean Square Error’ MAE: “Mean Average Error’ ME: “Mean Error”
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Observed vs Simulated Hydraulic Head
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Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results
MODPATH Particle Tracking

Four Simulations:
» 11 extraction well design: RA-G Infiltration
> 11 extraction well design: Western Percolation Pond
» Optimized well distribution: Western Percolation Pond
» Optimized well distribution: RA-G Infiltration

All theorized extraction wells simulated with 45 gpm rate
Total extraction equivalent to 515 gpm for all scenarios

Not all pathlines are created equal...
» MODFLOW restricted by limits of Dupuit Assumption
» Implications for Layer 3 representing the AFLB
» Complete pathline capture not possible according to model








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Original 11 Extraction Well
Distribution: RA-G North








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Original 11 Extraction Well
Distribution: RA-G North

505 GPM Total Treated Groundwater
e 12.6% of pathlines avoi traction-wells
 1.83% outside of AFLB








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Original 11 Extraction Well
Distribution: Western Facility

S








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results
MODPATH Particle Tracking

Original 11 Extraction Well
Distribution: Western Facility

505 GPM Total Treated Groundwater

o 22.6% of pathlines avoid extraction wells
e 12.6% outside of AFLB








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Optimized Extraction Well

Distribution: Western Facility








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Optimized Extraction Well
Distribution: Western Facility

505\GPM Total Treated Groundwater

 20.7% of pathlines avoid-extraction wells
* 6.5% outside of AFLB .








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Optimized Extraction Well
Distribution: RA-G North








Aquifer-Test-Update Model Results

MODPATH Particle Tracking

Optimized Extraction Well Distribution: RA-G North
505 GPM Total Treated Groundwater

* 4.4% of pathlines avoid extraction wells
e 0.97% outside| of AFLB










From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: Revised Draft EPA Comments

Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:22:17 PM

Attachments: DRAFT Comments on 102115 RTC for PreFinal Cap Documents 11-13-2015_sm.docx

DRAFT FMC Redevelopment Plan Comments 11-13-2015 sm.docx

From: Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 7:38 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Revised Draft EPA Comments

Jonathan,

The draft comments look good. | have a couple of minor editorial suggestions | have
included through Track Changes. See attached.

Scott

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 7:05 PM

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Scott Miller; Douglas Tanner
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA];ﬁBenchouk, Michele [USA]; McDonnell,

Kimberlee
Subject: Revised Draft EPA Comments

Attached are revised draft EPA comments. | think they’re consistent with our telephone discussion
yesterday and additional comments received today. Please review and provide any further input as
soon as practical. Thanks for your consideration.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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DRAFT***NOVEMBER 12, 2015***DRAFT





EPA REVIEW OF THE FMC RESPONSE TO COMMENTS REGARDING THE REVISED PRE-FINAL REMEDIAL DESIGN REPORT AND REVISED REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN





PRE-FINAL SOIL REMEDY RESUBMITTAL OF OCTOBER 21, 2015





FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116


Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site








EPA has conducted a technical review of FMC’s October 21, 2015 response comments, as well as yellow-highlighted revisions to the Pre-Final Remedial Design Report (RDR), the Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP), the Performance standards Verification Plan (PSVP), and the Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan (OM&M Plan).  As stated in EPA’s September 30, 2015 letter to FMC, most comments have been addressed to EPA’s satisfaction.  Accordingly, only the comments that warranted additional FMC response are included in this comment letter.





Several comments remain to be fully addressed.  Additionally, an addendum to these documents was submitted to EPA October 27, 2015. The addendum proposes construction of a commercial development within RA-G with use of cement, asphalt, gravel, and other material as part of the soil remedy.  EPA is providing comments on that addendum separately.  One overarching EPA comment is that portions of the RDR, RAWP, PSVP, and OMMP, will now need revision to reflect the remedial design modification proposed for RA-G.





This resubmission is disapproved pursuant to paragraph 61.d. of the UAO.  A resubmittal consistent with the comments below, and also with EPA comments on the October 27, 2015 addendum to these documents, must be submitted within 30 days.








A.	Comments on the Pre-Final Remedial Design Report





2.	The response to this comment is acceptable.





5a – 5c.  


The response to this comment is not adequate.  The gamma cap testing evaluated test caps of average thicknesses with a range of plus or minus two inches. “Minimum” cap thicknesses were not tested. Testing has demonstrated that a cap placed with an average thickness of 12 inches and a range of plus or minus 2 inches  will pass the tests anticipated for final status surveys.  Assuming a similar range of thickness values, the proposed “minimum 12 inch” thick cap would appear to provide a greater level of radiation protection than the average 12 inch thickness tested. For consistency, the “minimum 12 inch” thick cap should be described as “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches”. 





The proposed “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches” thick cap would provide adequate shielding to ensure compliance with RAOs at the time of construction.  Testing has demonstrated that a cap placed with an average thickness of 12 inches and a range of plus or minus 2 inches  will pass the tests anticipated for final status surveys. The proposed “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches” thick cap thus provides a small (2 inch) protective buffer cover over the functioning protective shielding layer for gamma radiation.





Practical experience and technical guidance indicate that some level of protective cover or buffer is necessary to protect the gamma cap from the effects of erosion. The proposed “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches” thick cap meets this objective. However, in considering the thickness of the buffer that is appropriate, there is a balance to be struck between the effort and cost of a robust cap and buffer layer (with minimal O&M needed), and the effort and cost of a minimal cap and buffer layer coupled with aggressive O&M efforts. EPA believes that the small 2 inch buffer afforded by the proposed “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches” thick cap would necessitate very aggressive O&M efforts that go beyond those currently proposed. 





[bookmark: _GoBack]In order to ensure that the remedy remains protective, the O&M plan should ensure that the protective thickness (12 inches average plus or minus 2 inches) is maintained and never compromised in any location. The proposed trigger level for corrective action is 2 inches, and the O&M envisions that losses of greater than 2 inches over as much as 50% of the cap surface would be tolerated for up to a year until repaired in the fall. This could be characterized as remedy failure both with regard to the extent to which the remedy is allowed to be compromised, and the amount of time during which it is allowed to remain compromised.





Having a trigger level for repair set at the same thickness as the buffer is inconsistent with the necessity to maintain compliance with RAOs at all times, and the practical necessity to have a completed remedy that is sufficiently robust to minimize ongoing maintenance. Two inch increments are practical thicknesses to place and measure in the field. The 2 inch trigger level is, however, inconsistent with the small 2 inch buffer thickness provided by the “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches” cap thickness proposed. To be practical, the trigger level for erosion loss should be a fraction of the installed buffer thickness. 





A good example of practical combination of cap thickness and trigger level is the ET cap design. This design incorporates a 6 inch buffer layer along with a 2 inch trigger for erosion loss. Repairs are therefore triggered well before the functional aspects of the cap are compromised. Since the erosion potential is similar for the gamma cap and ET cap sites, it is logical to follow the ET cap example in designing the gamma cap. On this basis the gamma cap thickness should be “average 12 inches plus or minus 2 inches” plus a 6 inch buffer for a total thickness averaging 18 inches plus or minus 2 inches. 


EPA does not believe that the “average 14 inches plus or minus 2 inches” cap thickness proposed is adequate to ensure continuous compliance with the RAOs for the FMC gamma cap. The small buffer it provides is not sufficiently robust to ensure compliance and minimize O&M efforts.








B.	Comments on the Pre-Final RDR Design Drawings





1.	The response to this comment is acceptable.





3.	In this response, FMC highlights six specific areas where the final capping slope will exceed the maximum stipulated ratio of 4H:1V.  The affected areas reportedly cover a small percentage of the planned evapotranspiration (ET) caps within remediation areas RA-F3, RA-K, RA-C, and RA-G.  October submittals from FMC on this issue also noted that the 4:1 ratio would be exceeded in areas RA-E and RA-H.  However, FMC has recently indicated – verbally and in writing – that the maximum cap slope of 4:1 will not be exceeded during ET cap construction.  FMC and its contractors should confirm that no slope exceedances are necessary, and all project documentation should be consistent in supporting this position.





D.	Comments on the Revised PSVP





3a.	The response is partially adequate.  Comments related to the 2 inch trigger level are adequate.  For comments regarding cap thickness see response to A 5a-5c.





F.	Comments on the Quality Assurance Project Plan (Appendix A to the OM&M Plan)





The response to these comments is adequate.





H.	Comments on the Revised Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP)





The response to this comment is acceptable.





I.	New Comments on the Pre-Final Documents





1.	The response to this comment is acceptable.





2.	The response to comments is adequate.










DRAFT***November 13, 2015***DRAFT


EPA COMMENTS 


Addendum to the FMC Operable Unit Pre-Final Remedial Design Report and


Draft Remedial Action Plan for the Soil Remedial Action, Resubmitted October 21, 2015 


Commercial/Industrial Redevelopment within Remediation Area (RA) G (North)


Submitted October 27, 2015


Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action


EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116


FMC Operable Unit of the Eastern Michaud Flats Superfund Site


Pocatello, ID





EPA received the above referenced document on October 27, 2015 from FMC along with a request to expedite the review of these documents due to the time sensitive nature of the proposed redevelopment project.  A November 4, 2015 webinar hosted by FMC to discuss the proposed redevelopment included representatives from EPA, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, and the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality.  FMC submitted a new proposed construction schedule November 13, 2015.


EPA believes RA-G could be a candidate for redevelopment consistent with principles found in Reusing Superfund Sites: Commercial Use Where Waste is Left on Site (EPA 2002).  The following EPA comments are consistent with this document.  Many of these comments were developed in coordination with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and Idaho Department of Environmental Quality.


The submittal is disapproved pursuant to paragraph 60.a. (3) of the UAO.  A resubmittal, which must address EPA comments, is due within 30 days of receipt of these comments.  The resubmittal must include revisions not only to the addendum itself but also corresponding changes to the Remedial Design Report, Remedial Action Work Plan, Performance Standards Verification Plan, Operation, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan, and Institutional Control Implementation Assurance Plan.  The responsiveness summary should include a summary table that identifies the changes made to each of the affected documents.  


Comments


1. Settlement and subsidence of the proposed structures.  It is not clear if the proposed compaction specification in the gamma cap design is consistent with the proposed structures in the redevelopment plan.  For example, settling that is expected to occur over time at RA-G could compromise the liner integrity at the proposed settling ponds, the foundation of the proposed warehouse, and footings and foundations associated with the proposed tank farm.  The current cap design does not anticipate the installation of structures proposed in the redevelopment plans.  Redevelopment plans should include details related to how this issue will be addressed, particularly with respect to settling and subsidence that is likely to occur.


2. Foundation design.  It is not clear how the foundations will be constructed to ensure they do not compromise the gamma cap or its effectiveness.  For example, the plans do not provide details such as whether the foundation of the warehouse will be a slab on grade placed on top of the gamma cap, whether pilings will be installed, or some other method.  The plans also do not include any detail regarding the settling pond design such as the liner design and foundation layer of material adjacent to the liner.  In addition, it will be important to ensure that the settling ponds do not leak and to have a plan regarding how to respond in the event there is a leak.


3. Gas management.  Phosphine and other gases are generated and released at the OU.  In addition, small quantities of phosphine and other gases have been detected in the vicinity of RA-G.  Section IX.30.b.ii.3 of the UAO calls for the development of a gas monitoring plan that would include RA-G.  Although portions of the existing plans (O&M Plan and PVSP) generally address the gas monitoring program, a gas monitoring plan has not been developed by FMC or approved by EPA that would cover the applicable areas of the OU, including RA-G.  Once the plan is developed and approved, site workers will need to be made aware of this issue.  A plan should be developed that addresses how site workers and other personnel accessing the site will be trained on this (and other CERCLA related issues) and how to respond in the event a gas alarm is triggered at the OU.  Given the history of radon detected at the site and the RAO for radon included in the 1998 ROD, radon should also be included in this plan.


4. Installation of utilities.  The redevelopment plan does not provide details regarding how utilities such as water, power, and telephone will be brought to the site or how a sewer line or septic system will be installed.  Because the wastes within RA-G contain slag, and to a lesser extent, elemental phosphorus, excavation at the site will not be as straight-forward as with a clean site.  One strategy to consider might be the concept of installing clean utility corridors.  This would potentially involve the delineation of an underground utility corridor that would be excavated early and backfilled with clean soil.  This corridor could be excavated to bring utilities to the site or route them within the site while minimizing the risk of encountering waste and compromising the gamma cap during construction.  Regardless of whether or not this strategy is employed, the plan should be revised to include details on how utilities will be brought to the site and how excavation for the utilities will be managed.


5. Site access for people and materials management.  The redevelopment plan does not address how the site will be accessed, who will access the site, and how materials coming into the site and being exported from the site will be managed.  Regarding site access, the plans do not discuss if the site will be open to the public, whether the site will be secured, and what training people accessing the site will need to have prior to entering.  For materials, it is not clear what materials will be coming in and out of the site are or how they will be managed.  For example, does the occupant plan to store materials on bare ground that might compromise the integrity of the cap?  How will surface water be managed at the site?  Will liquids need to be managed to ensure spills are captured before infiltrating into the ground?  In the event of a spill, would any of the materials stored at the site react with P4 or other wastes buried at the site?  The plan should include details regarding what materials will be managed and how they will be managed at the site.  Figures in the redevelopment plan should also be revised to specifically show the location of roads, parking, and the proposed laydown area.  


6. Site access for people and materials management through Tribal reservation.  It is not clear from the redevelopment plan and figure whether redevelopment site access will be gained through the reservation.  If access will be through the reservation, the plan should include details regarding how this will be coordinated with the Tribes, and a list of issues and resolutions that have been agreed to by both parties.  


7. Ensuring near and long-term effectiveness of the soil remedy.  The plan does not describe how FMC will measure and ensure short and long-term effectiveness of the remedy.  Issues that must be addressed include:


· Materials with both thickness and density equal to or greater than that of the gamma cap may be considered equivalent to the gamma cap in terms of radiation shielding. It should be noted, however, that materials such as gravel and concrete have inherent radiation levels that may differ from WUA soil.  Exposure rate estimates (other than for WUA silt) should be deleted from Table 2 of the Addendum, and a plan should be developed that will demonstrate how the RAO will be met and maintained at the redevelopment site.  Inspection criteria, action triggers, and maintenance response actions should be specified in detail.  It is critical that a plan be developed to maintain required RA-G gamma cap thicknesses (or the equivalent) across the proposed roadways, parking lots, and laydown areas. 


· The construction details for parking and laydown areas (1WUA gravel, Table 1) do not appear to be consistent with long term gamma protection given the use of these areas.  The design should be modified to be consistent with that of the main access road (14 inches WUA gravel over geotextile and 12 inches WUA gravel).


· The design should discuss and employ (as applicable) radon-resistant construction techniques.


· The construction QA plan should include provisions for demonstrating that the RAOs for the site have been met at all locations including at the slab, foundations, etc.  If this determination is to be based on thickness and shielding calculations, then details of those calculations must be included with the design plans. 


8. Ensuring near and long-term effectiveness of the groundwater remedy.  EPA will not compromise the optimization of the design, installation, and operation of the groundwater remedy in favor of the proposed redevelopment project.   The location of extraction wells and other components of the groundwater remedy depicted in the submittal have not been approved by EPA.  Language in Section 4.0 which states that new wells could not be installed within the footprint of the warehouse building, scale, tank farm, shop, and detention pond must be removed.


9. Reduce groundwater remedy uncertainty strategically.  A groundwater remedy intermediate remedial design (RD) is due November 27, 2015.  That submittal must include a proposed sequence of extraction well installation and testing to demonstrate contaminated groundwater capture.  Plan to install and test extraction wells in a sequence that would reduce RD uncertainty first in areas where uncertainty matters the most. 


10. Reduce potential conflicts with groundwater remedy through building location adjustments.  Extraction wells in areas of high hydraulic conductivity may have a relatively smallrelatively narrow capture zone.    Accordingly, moving the currently proposed warehouse location slightly to the south would provide space for extraction wells to be placed north of the building footprint.  Similar adjustments should be considered elsewhere to reduce potential conflicts. 


11. Contingency plan for excavating P4 contaminated soils during construction and waste disposal plan.  The redevelopment plans must include a plan that describes how contaminated soils and waste will be managed during construction.  This includes how any P4 contaminated materials will be handled and how wastes will be stored and disposed.


12. Enforcement of institutional controls for the property.  The redevelopment plan does not provide details regarding the institutional controls plan and how institutional controls will be enforced at the redevelopment site.  The submitted redevelopment plan raises several issues related to this.  For example, the text states:


“No Structure or Improvement shall be commenced, erected, placed, moved onto or permitted to remain on the Leased Premises, nor shall any existing Structure or Improvement on the Leased Premises be altered in any way that materially changes the structural components thereof, unless the Project Proponent has first submitted Development Plans to FMC and obtained FMC’s approval in writing.”


The redevelopment plan does not address review and approval by EPA or other regulatory agencies.  The Institutional Control and Implementation and Assurance Plan (ICIAP) should include general provisions for implementing ICs for redevelopment projects, and reference an individual IC Plan for this redevelopment project.


13. Public, Tribal, and community involvement.  The redevelopment project has been proposed at a time when the remedial design has not yet been finalized.  It also proposes a redevelopment project that was not specifically considered when the IRODA was finalized.  The determination of how to reuse a site is the responsibility of the community, and EPA’s primary responsibility is to ensure that the remedy is effective in protecting human health and the environment.  Although EPA agrees that the proposed redevelopment plan is consistent with the industrial scenario envisioned at the time the IRODA was developed, the redevelopment plan should include a plan for notifying the public of the proposed redevelopment, providing the opportunity for the public to comment on the redevelopment plan, and how any comments received will be addressed by FMC.


14. Section 5.0 – Schedule.  The proposed redevelopment construction schedule submitted November 13, 2015 needs to be evaluated with respect to these comments and altered if necessary. 


15. Specifically reference all the environmental covenants (ECs), including the file number, that apply.


16. Specifically reference all ECs that have been provided to the transferee, and ensure that the transferee will be provided with a copy of all future ECs.


17. In comparing the Addendum to the UAO, the plan references section XII, paragraphs 42, 43, and 46 for compliance of the transfer which appears to be the correct paragraphs.  However, the plan does not include details, such as providing EPA, the Tribes, and DEQ with 60-day notice of with the name and address of the transferee, as required in paragraph 42.    


18. Table 2, Tank Farm (row) Material Density (column), the average density of pea gravel and WG at 118 pounds per cubic feet is greater that the density of either of the components.  Recheck the numbers and correct accordingly. 
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Revised documents
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:28:41 PM

From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 7:41 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Kelly Wright <kwright@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Revised documents

Hi Jonathan,

To confirm my understanding from the call yesterday, you will be revising response to FMC comments and sending
around today for a final review. You would like any comments on this back today. Is that correct?

Thanks
Susan Hanson
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: daily summary 11/13/15
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:23:45 PM

From: Cliff Merrill [mailto:Cliff. Merrill@akana.us]

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 3:53 PM

To: greutert_ed@bah.com; woodruff_mary@bah.com

Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Bill Renfroe <bill.renfroe@akana.us>; Tim
Norman <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net

Subject: daily summary 11/13/15

Today CB&I continued to condition the soil in the west borrow area by wetting, cutting, dozing back
and forth, and pushing it into the stockpile. A loader and an excavator loaded trucks from the
stockpile, the material was hauled to RA-H West, then it was dumped and graded with three
dozers. A water truck and a dozer with a disc attached continued to work the top surface in RA-H
West to prepare it for testing by MTI. MTI ran density/moisture tests both in the morning and
afternoon in RA-H West. Mountain West Hydroseeding (sub-contractor) showed up this morning
and a crew of three began cutting in a 6” deep trench on both sides of the drainage channel along
the east side of RA-E South for the liner material. They continued this afternoon cutting the
trenches on the north end of RA-E South and the south end of RA-G S-2. Several semi loads of hay
arrived for mulch in the three RA’s with ET soil cap and more equipment arrived later this afternoon
for seeding, fertilizing, and mulching in RA-E South, RA-H East, RA-H West. Tomorrow the crew
should be finished with hauling cap soil to RA-H West and finish grading and density testing will
continue in RA-H West. Mountain West should be installing the drainage channel liner tomorrow.
The weather today was sunny with a slight breeze and temperature range of approximately 25-50
F. Cliff Merrill will be on the project tomorrow.

Cliff Merrill
EMC Project Oversight

Akana
6400 SE Lake Road, Suite 270
Portland, OR 97222

0: (503) 652-9090 M: (208) 221-0767
Cliff.Merrill@akana.us
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: daily summary 11/14/15
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:22:37 PM

From: Cliff Merrill [mailto:Cliff. Merrill@akana.us]

Sent: Saturday, November 14, 2015 3:20 PM

To: greutert_ed@bah.com; woodruff_mary@bah.com

Cc: Williams, Jonathan <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov>; Bill Renfroe <bill.renfroe@akana.us>; Tim

Norman <Tim.Norman@akana.us>; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net
Subject: daily summary 11/14/15

Today CB&l finished hauling ET cap soil from the prepared stockpile of material in the west borrow
area to RA-H West. The dozers were busy all day in this area finishing the soil to grade in the 30”
lift. Several loads of ET soil were also hauled to RA-E South and RA-H East to finish up grading in
several low areas that showed up with the survey. Monday there will be a skeleton crew of
equipment operators finish grading and preparing the three ET soil capped RA’s for seeding, which
is scheduled to start Tuesday. Mountain West spent this morning re-seeding in RA-J West and RA-J
East. Evidently, one type of seed (Lewis flax) was left out when they were seeded the first time.
MTI continued most of the day running density/moisture tests and a sand cone test in RA-H West
and may need Monday to finish all of the required density tests. The weather today was sunny,
calm, with a temperature range of approximately 25-55 F. As Cliff Merrill will be on the project
Monday.

Cliff Merrill
EMC Project Oversight

Akana
6400 SE Lake Road, Suite 270
Portland, OR 97222

0: (503) 652-9090 M: (208) 221-0767
Cliff. Merrill@akana.us
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